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This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) for discretionary 
actions administered by the Department of City Planning.

1. APPELLANT BODY/CASE INFORMATION

Appellant Body:

□ Area Planning Commission fe) City Planning Commission [3 City Council □ Director of Planni,

ElW-xr>j?-^lU> -CE-IAOtR-2018-4135-TQC-GPRRegarding Case Number:

Project Address: 714-760 Grand View Street, Los Angeles CA 90057

10/30/2019Final Date to Appeal:

□ Appeal by Applicant/Owner
HE Appeal by a person, other than the Applicant/Owner, claiming to be aggrieved
□ Appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety

Type of Appeal:

2. APPELLANT INFORMATION

Appellant’s name (print): Alejandra M. Castro

Company: _____

Mailing Address:

City; Los Angeles 

Telephone: (213) 909-5051

746 Grand View Street

90057State: CA Zip:

E-mail: ms.castroalex@gmail.com

• Is the appeal being filed on your behalf or on behalf of another party, organization or company?

□ Other:t3 Self

|3 No□ Yes• Is the appeal being filed to support the original applicant’s position?

3. REPRESENTATIVE/AGENT INFORMATION

Representative/Agent name (if applicable):

Company:

Telephone:

State: Zip:

E-mail:
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M :APPEAL4. JUSTIFICAT

©Entire □ PartIs the entire decision, or only parts of it being appealed?

□ No□ YesAre specific conditions of approval being appealed? 

If Yes, list the condition number(s) here: ______

Attach a separate sheet providing your reasons for the appeal. Your reason must state:

• How you are aggrieved by the decision

• Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion
• The reason for the appeal

• Specifically the points at issue

5. APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT

I certify that the statements contain^cUflJhisappficatlon are complete and true:

10/23/2019Date:Appellant Signature:

FILING REQUIREMENTS/ADDlfTIONAL INFORMATION6.

Eight (8) sets of the following documents are required for each appeal filed (1 original and 7 duplicates):
Appeal Application (form CP-7769)
Justification/Reason for Appeal 
Copies of Original Determination Letter

o
o
o

A Filing Fee must be paid at the time of filing the appeal per LAMC Section 19.01 B.
o Original applicants must provide a copy of the original application receipt(s) (required to calculate 

their 85% appeal filing fee).

All appeals require noticing per the applicable LAMC section(s). Original Applicants must provide noticing per 
the LAMC, pay mailing fees to City Planning’s mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of the receipt.

Appellants filing an appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety per LAMC 
12.26 K are considered Original Applicants and must provide noticing per LAMC 12.26 K.7, pay mailing fees 
to City Planning’s mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of receipt.

A Certified Neighborhood Council (CNC) or a person identified as a member of a CNC or as representing the 
CNC may not file an appeal on behalf of the Neighborhood Council; persons affiliated with a CNC may only 
file as an individual on behalf of self.

Appeals of Density Bonus cases can only be filed by adjacent owners or tenants (must have documentation).

Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TT or VTT) by the Area or City 
Planning Commission must be filed within 10 days of the date of the written determination of said 
Commission.

A CEQA document can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body (ZA, APC, CPC, etc.) makes 
a determination for a project that is not further appealable. [CA Public Resources Code ' 21151 (c)j.

This Section for City Planning Staff Use Only
Reviewed & Accepted by (DSC Planner): Date:Base Fee:

c\c J-mXSfJ,
Deemed Complete by (Project Planner):

00
Date:Receipt No:

Q[Q*>noitf
□ Original receipt and BTC receipt (if original applicant)□ Determination authority notified
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Planning Department 
200 N Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90028

RE: Director Determination 
DIR-2018-4136-CE 
ENV-2018-4136-CE 
714-760 Grand View Street 
Los Angeles CA 90057

10/23/2019

I find that the City Planning Commissioners have erred in their determination and am aggrieved 
by the determination of granting the project on the whole, the density bonus justifications, as 
well as the categorical exemption of the environmental findings for CEQA review as a resident 
at Grand View apartments at 746 Grand View. I am appealing the CEQA determination for the 
cumulative loss of housing as well as the larger public safety issue based on the affordable 
housing incentives compliance finding 1 (B) that the project poses no specific adverse impact 
upon Public Health and Safety. This finding must be revoked due to the public safety issue this 
project will create due to Federal Docket No FR-6124-P-01. The finding also conflicts with 16
1320, defining our City as a “City of Sanctuary, protecting the human rights of all our residents.’ 
with a focus on preventing discriminatory actions against those seeing citizenship from 
discriminatory acts by the Federal Government.

The current housing use is providing a rare and much needed type of housing for those on their 
path to citizenship in this country. The affordable units of the Proposed Project are not available 
to those who are not full citizens, and there is a current push by the Federal Administration to bar 
anyone in a “mixed-family” from living in affordable housing that has not already received full 
citizenship. Unless equivalent replacement housing is produced for the tenants facing 
displacement from the Proposed Project is produced at the same monthly rental rate and that is 
allowable for those seeking citizenship, then the Proposed Project conflicts with Policy 5.

There is the large issue of the public safety element of this project. The proposed project looks to 
demolish current existing RSO housing, which conflicts with objective 2 of the Westlake 
Community Plan. The city does overall need affordable housing options to increase, but we can’t 
wipe out already existing affordable RSO housing providing rare housing to those working their 
way through the citizenship process. Those who haven’t fully obtained citizenship status are 
barred from utilizing affordable housing options. The current RSO housing doesn’t have such 
barriers, which is why it is a necessary type of housing to help protect tenants during the 
citizenship process.

Per Federal Docket No. FR-6124-P-01 under the Housing and Community Development Act of 
1980: Verification of Eligible Status, the Federal Government under the Trump administration is 
looking to overhaul who can reside in an “affordable” unit by limiting residency of “mixed- 
families” in order to target family members who are on a citizenship path.



We would instead encourage the city to use affordable housing funds to purchase land elsewhere 
for the proposed project to be built on. The city can also utilize a land trade to preserve the 
current RSO housing that is occupied and allow the developer to build the affordable housing 
without taking on a financial burden of purchasing new property. Currently the proposed project 
doesn’t meet the definition of an “infill” project. Infill by state definition means under-utilized or 
not utilized property. The site is currently used to fill a much needed and lacking housing for 
low- and moderate-income families seeking to obtain citizenship who desire to live in Westlake.

There is also the large issue of the current tenants being barred from returning to the property 
due to either conditions created by Abode housing for qualifying to occupy a unit, or due to the 
income restrictions. The income restrictions must be changed to reflect the current income of the 
tenants at all tiers of affordability. By removing the qualifying barriers as well as broadening the 
levels of affordability to be inclusive of all income levels, is the only way of ensuring that 
tenants would be able to utilize a true right of return to any units not already designated for those 
who are already citizens.

A full EIR must be conducted to determine what form of equivalent replacement housing could 
be offered for those who are barred from accessing the affordable housing under a First Right of 
Refusal and due to citizenship status.

The proposed project also doesn’t conform to the intent of the Westlake Community Plan for the 
following reasons:

Proposed Project conflicts with Objective 2 under Residential Objectives.A.

Chapter III,
Residential
Objectives
1. To designate a supply of residential land adequate to provide housing 
of the types, sizes, and densities required to satisfy the varying needs 
and desires of all segments of the community’s population.
2. To conserve and improve existing viable housing for persons desiring 
to live in Westlake, especially low- and moderate-income families.
3. To sequence housing development so as to provide a workable, efficient, 
and adequate balance between land use, circulation, and service
system facilities at all times.

Objective 2 clearly states to conserve and improve existing housing. The proposed project wants 
to demolish current RSO housing to then build affordable housing. While the city does need 
affordable housing, it is not logical to remove RSO housing stock for affordable housing stock 
due to the limited deed restrictions. Once the deed restriction time has ended, the units then 
become market-rate, resulting in dramatic rent increases for the tenants. Affordable housing is 
only affordable during the coveted time frame. Once that time frame has ended, the housing is no 
longer affordable thus displacing tenants twice over for'the creation of market-rate housing.

Proposed project exacerbates the cited Residential issue (bullet point 6):B.



• Displacement of residents by gentrification or demolition of housing units.

As in 1997 as we are facing today, there is a large and growing concern of displacement of 
residents due to demolition.

The Proposed Project also conflicts with of the Purpose of the Community Plan (bullet 
point 4):

C.

• Maximizing the development opportunities of future transit systems while 
minimizing any adverse impacts.

Displacement of current residents who are barred from utilizing First Right of Refusal is an 
adverse impact that doesn’t outweigh the benefits of the Proposed Project. However, if the 
project was to be moved to a true “Infill” site that doesn’t currently have residents, then the 
benefit of the Proposed Project would remove the adverse impacts.

The Proposed Project conflicts with Policies 2 and 5D.

2) That medium density housing be located near commercial corridors 
where access to public transportation and shopping services is 
convenient and where a buffer from or a transition between low density 
housing can be achieved.

The Proposed Project has varying buffers and transitions between the commercial usage and the 
current density and height of the Project. It doesn’t confonn with the neighborhood in the current 
proposed location.

5) That the City shall discourage the demolition of affordable housing unless there is adequate 
assurance that suitable equivalent replacement units will be made available.

Because of the limitations imposed by Abode as well as the Federal Government due to funding, 
the project doesn’t comply with the applicable community plan, also meaning the project should 
not be exempt from CEQA as replacement units cannot be made available to the current tenants.

In summary, if we can not protect our most vulnerable residents then we are failing the heart and 
soul of our community. While I agree we do need more affordable housing, we don’t need 
affordable housing that is potentially discriminatory against those seeking citizenship in a 
community with a large number of people seeking citizenship. The housing choices for the 
people who will be displaced are already limited. This project will just continue to make our 
homeless crisis worse ns our affordable housing is used to create discriminatory barriers.

Alejandra M. Castro 
746 Grand View Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90057


